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	Abstract

The abstract effectively summarizes the study but can be clearer and more readable. The opening sentence is strong, though it should specify which aspects of sustainable development are most affected by climate change. The author should also explain briefly why the North Central region was chosen, clarify the type of regression model used, and indicate statistical significance (e.g., p < 0.05). Finally, the conclusion would benefit from a more policy-driven tone and a brief mention of the study’s contribution to policy reform.

Introduction

The background provides solid context but includes too many general statements about climate change. Condensing it would help focus more on governance gaps. The definition of “environmental governance” could be expanded to highlight its key dimensions transparency, accountability, and participation. It would also be useful to introduce examples from the North Central region earlier and to support claims about weak policy implementation with more empirical evidence or recent reports.

Statement of the Problem

This section clearly identifies the issue but repeats some points from the introduction. It should focus more directly on institutional and financial bottlenecks. Adding up-to-date examples and citations (e.g., NEMA, 2023) would strengthen credibility. The rationale for the research is clear, but the author should better emphasize the specific knowledge gap  particularly the limited empirical studies at the subnational level.

Literature Review

The literature review is conceptually rich and well-organized. However, it could benefit from:

· Referencing the IPCC Sixth Assessment Report (2022) when defining climate change.

· Splitting dense sections for readability.

· Clarifying whether both the physical and societal dimensions of climate change are examined empirically.

· Localizing examples of “risk and opportunity” using African or Nigerian evidence.

In the environmental governance section, the reviewer commends the use of Lemos & Agrawal (2006) but suggests explicitly stating that their multi-level governance model forms the conceptual foundation. A visual summary of governance dimensions would improve comprehension. Similarly, defining the term “implementation gap” and providing recent government reports would strengthen credibility. The discussion of institutional, political, and socio-economic constraints is solid but should include real-world Nigerian examples and clarify how these constructs are measured in the study. Finally, the strategies for improving governance are well written, though the author should specify whether these were derived from existing literature or developed conceptually.

Theoretical Framework

The integration of multiple theories is a strength. However, the reviewer recommends clarifying how the theories connect causally and how they inform the study hypotheses. A simple conceptual diagram would enhance understanding, and Figure 1 should be properly cited in the text. The author should also explain how the variables in the regression model correspond to the theoretical constructs.

Methodology

The mixed-methods design is appropriate, but the rationale for combining qualitative and quantitative methods should be stated clearly for instance, that qualitative data will help explain statistical trends. Sampling details are well presented, though the logic of including all seven North Central states despite purposively selecting five needs clarification. The sampling stages (state selection, stratification, and random sampling) should be presented more systematically.

For the data collection instrument, sample questions should be provided for each construct, and the selection criteria for interview respondents (e.g., expertise, years of experience) should be described. The data analysis section correctly identifies descriptive, chi-square, and regression techniques but should more clearly link each method to the specific research questions or hypotheses.

Results

The results are well presented and logically structured. However, the author should indicate the specific states and sample sizes of respondent groups for transparency. Tables would benefit from including both mean and standard deviation values. Interpretations of results should be made more explicit for example, clarifying that a mean score below 3.0 indicates less than moderate effectiveness. Including exact chi-square values and significance levels would also strengthen the reporting.

Discussion of Findings

The discussion is coherent but could better connect findings to the research questions and hypotheses. The interpretation of the mean score as “moderate effectiveness” is inaccurate; it should be revised to reflect low effectiveness. The reviewer also encourages exploring why policymakers’ ratings were higher  perhaps due to optimism or vested interest  to add depth to the interpretation.

Conclusion

The conclusion aligns well with the findings but repeats some earlier ideas. It should be made more concise and focused on actionable insights. I will suggest you end with a strong policy oriented statement  such as emphasizing multi-stakeholder collaboration and institutional reform  to leave a lasting impression of the study’s practical relevance.

Summary Comment

Overall, this is a strong and meaningful study with excellent structure and a relevant topic. The main improvements needed are:

1. Streamlining repetitive sections (Introduction, Problem Statement, Conclusion).

2. Strengthening the conceptual theoretical linkages.

3. Providing more specific empirical examples and up to date citations.

4. Enhancing the policy implications and clarity of methods and results.

Once these refinements are made, the manuscript will be significantly more impactful, both academically and for policy application.
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